The evidence-based policy movement has become an important feature of community corrections systems. As part of this movement, community corrections agencies emphasize the use of standardized assessments to inform case planning with probationers. Despite evidence supporting the use of these practices, research documents many challenges with implementation of these best practices in routine probation work. However, little attention has been paid to the impact of staff attitudes toward use of evidence-based practices on correctional reform. Using hierarchical linear modeling, the current study examined the predictors of attitudes toward and the use of evidence-based supervision practices. Additionally, this study examined the impact of organizational predictors on willingness to use evidencebased practices in their supervision of the probationers on their caseloads. Analyses suggested that net of probation office context, when individual probation staff had positive perceptions regarding their agency, they held more positive attitudes toward evidence-based assessment practices and reported using case planning practices more frequently. Implications surrounding organizational change and evidencebased practice implementation efforts are discussed.
Over the last 40 decades, punitive strategies and philosophies dominated criminal justice policy and practice broadly and the correctional system more specifically. Recently, substantial growth in prison populations across the United States drew public attention to not only the ineffectiveness of prisons but also the practices and policies of our nation's correctional system as a whole (Rhine, Mawhorr, & Parks, 2006) . Research now demonstrates that a correctional system devoted solely to punishment is ineffective and even results in criminogenic effects (Bonta, Rugge, Scott, Bourgon, & Yessine, 2008; Chadwick, Dewolf, & Serin, 2015; Drake, 2011; Nagin, Cullen, & Jonson, 2009 ). Taken together, these concerns contributed to a renewed interest in rehabilitation as a correctional strategy (D. A. Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000) . A growing body of research highlights the effectiveness of a combined rehabilitation and risk management approach to community supervision, finding that when rehabilitation-oriented practices are incorporated, supervision reduces recidivism (D. A. Andrews & Bonta, 2010) , whereas supervision without a rehabilitative component is ineffective (Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Taxman, 2008) . The National Institute of Corrections, the only federal agency with a legislative mandate to provide specialized services to corrections from a national perspective, continues to devote significant attention to the development and implementation of EBPs (see, e.g., National Institute of Corrections, 2017) .
The use of evidence-based practices (EBPs), or "approaches demonstrated to be effective through empirical research rather than anecdote or professional experience alone" (Crime and Justice Institute at Community Resources for Justice, 2009, p. ix) , is promoted by correctional agencies in an effort to achieve better and fair outcomes (Sherman et al., 1998) . In probation specifically, EBP emphasizes "people changing" instead of "people processing" (Viglione & Taxman, 2014) , and has restructured the work of probation officers to include focus on short-and long-term behavior change rather than solely control-oriented risk management (Taxman, 2006) . To promote the use of EBPs by probation officers, researchers have developed a list of evidence-based principles for effective intervention, which lay out specific strategies and tools that correctional practitioners can implement to reduce recidivism and improve other outcomes (e.g., D. A. Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Smith, Gendreau, & Swartz, 2009 ).
Risk-Need-Responsivity Framework
Researchers have developed a model to guide the implementation of EBPs in correctional work, referred to as the risk-needresponsivity (RNR) model (D. A. Andrews & Bonta, 2010 ). The RNR model outlines several principles designed to generate effective interventions for criminal justice populations, with the ultimate goals of improving services for offenders and reducing recidivism (D. A. Andrews & Bonta, 2010) . The principles of the RNR model include (a) the risk principle, which states that the level of service should be matched to the offender's level of risk-higher-risk individuals should receive the most services; (b) the needs principle, which identifies what interventions should focus on, which are referred to as criminogenic needs, or those needs that are directly related to offending behavior; and (3) the responsivity principle, which states that interventions should rely on a cognitive-behavioral approach and match to the abilities, motivation, and learning style of the individual (D. A. Andrews & Bonta, 2010) .
In order to implement the RNR model, probation agencies must adopt a system to assess individual risk level and criminogenic needs. According to principles of effective correctional intervention, probation staff should conduct a risk and needs assessment as early in the process as possible and use assessment information to inform supervision and case management decisions and reassessments (D. A. Andrews & Bonta, 2010; D. A. Andrews et al., 1990; Bogue et al., 2004; Clements, 1996; Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 1996; Kropp, Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1995) . To guide risk and need assessment, probation agencies should adopt and implement a validated, standardized assessment tool. Research on the use of standardized risk and needs assessments consistently find positive results for improving decision making (Oleson, VanBenschoten, Robinson, & Lowenkamp, 2011 , Oleson, VanBenschoten, Robinson, Lowenkamp, & Holsinger, 2012 , for appropriately identifying offenders for different levels of supervision (Makarios & Latessa, 2013; Taxman & Belenko, 2011) , and for making appropriate referrals linked to an individual's assessed criminogenic needs (Haas & DeTardo-Bora, 2009 ).
As a means to target assessed risk and needs factors, many correctional agencies create and track case plans (sometimes referred to as treatment plans). Case plans are typically documents that lay out a plan for the probationer while under supervision, including supervision level, probation conditions, placement in treatment/services, and other relevant goals to achieve while under supervision (Haas & DeTardo-Bora, 2009 ). The supervising officer should develop the case plan collaboratively with the probationer, identifying areas for the probationer and supervising officer to focus on, guiding monitoring, treatment placement, and areas of change. Probation staff should play an active role in this process, guiding the probationer in creating, implementing, monitoring, and revising identified goals (Dowden & Andrews, 2004) . Perhaps most importantly, the case plan should be directly linked to the results of the risk and needs assessment, prioritizing goals to target those criminogenic needs that are most prominent and/or problematic to an individual probationer (Walters, Clark, Gingerich, & Meltzer, 2007) .
Challenges in Evidence-Based Practice Implementation
Although research highlights the importance of implementing the principles of the RNR model, especially the use of standardized risk and needs assessments and use of case planning, in practice, implementation is challenging. Historically, the goals of the U.S. correctional system vacillated between rehabilitation and punishment, suggesting shifts in organizational culture. An organization's culture combines ideals, practices, routines, goals, norms, and influences, and represents a combination of the formal and informal structures and intra-and interorganizational contingencies (King, Steiner, & Breach, 2008; Schein, 1990) , creating a normative environment in which organizational actors grow and conform to formal and informal cultural guidelines. Culture represents the "way things get done" (Deal & Kennedy, 2000) as well as the way things entrench within an organization (Rudes & Viglione, 2013) . Key components of an organization's culture include the values, social ideals, and beliefs that organizational actors share (Louis, 1980) . Organizational members often symbolically display the culture through the language they use (J. A. Y. Andrews & Hirsch, 1983) , rituals they take part in (Deal & Kennedy, 2000) , as well as the stories (Mitroff & Kilmann, 1976) , legends (Wilkins & Martin, 1980) , and myths (Boje, Fedor, & Rowland, 1982) they share. Thus, the components of an organization's culture (values, social ideals, and beliefs) are deeply entrenched and are important facilitator or barrier to organizational change (Gendreau, Goggin, & Smith, 1999; Haney, 2008; Skolnick, 2008) .
Research documents the challenge of changing the existing values and norms under which organizational actors operate (French & Bell, 1978 ) and one's sense of identity (Deal & Kennedy, 2000) . Within criminal justice, growing research identifies the challenges associated with influencing change in professional ideologies, particularly among probation officers who have traditionally operated under a law enforcement scheme (Rudes & Viglione, 2013) . Thus, organizational change and the behavior of organizational actors is influenced by the way in which individuals understand and make sense of what is going on within the organization (Meyer, 1981) . Altering the existing organizational culture in ways that successfully support new practices and policies presents a considerable challenge. In probation agencies, EBPs often require changes in core ideologies from a focus on control and authority to more therapeutic and rehabilitative philosophies. Organizational staff represent a critical component of the development, change, and sustainment in organizational culture, as they bring the organizations' ideals, practices, and goals to life (Lin, 2000) . Particularly at the street level, staff continuously evaluate information and make strategic decisions about how to incorporate multiple and competing professional, political, and personal interests into their service delivery (Watkins-Hayes, 2009 ). For example, Battalino, Beutler, and Shani (1996) examined reform designed to transform the organizational culture of a correctional system from fear-based to constructive and supportive. This initiative was unsuccessful, as staff felt it impossible to operate within a correctional environment without an authoritarian style (Battalino et al., 1996) . In another study, Ferguson (2002) examined the experience of a probation department as they implemented a risk and needs assessment tool, noting significant challenges during the change process. Staff worried about losing discretionary decision-making abilities and managing their current workload while implementing new protocols. As a result, the agency modified training protocols, acknowledging staff concerns and focusing on use of the assessment in combination with their professional judgment to conduct an effective assessment, eventually resulting in successful implementation (Ferguson, 2002) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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Although EBPs attempt to reduce limitations to the level of rationality in decision making by providing additional information to guide decision making and/or limiting discretion, POs situate within existing organizational cultures and environments characterized by risk management. The emphasis on ensuring community safety by managing probationer risk creates challenges for streetlevel workers in implementing EBPs. For example, an important decision POs make relates to the determination of future risk of reoffending. Contemporary research highlights the advantages that structured assessments can bring over traditionally used gut-level decision making, characterized by inconsistency across decisions and limited accuracy in anticipating offender outcomes (Grove, Zald, Lebow, Snitz, & Nelson, 2000; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2004) . Despite the benefits, implementation of formal risk and needs assessment instruments presents challenges to probation organizations, as implementation of these tools present major changes in the way POs think and carry out their responsibilities. Although risk and needs assessments aim to provide scientific calculations to guide decision making, Viglione, Rudes, and Taxman (2015) suggest that POs rarely use a risk and needs assessment tool as designed and continue to rely on previous experiences and risk management strategies to guide practice. Additional research highlights the challenge of implementing risk and needs assessments and addressing identified need factors. For example, Bonta and colleagues (2008) found that POs rarely relied on a probationers' risk level to inform the frequency of contact, they rarely focused on criminogenic needs, and they infrequently used cognitive-behavioral strategies. The de-emphasis or ignoring of needs in probation work has also been confirmed in later studies (Flores, Travis, & Latessa, 2004; Miller & Maloney, 2013; Oleson et al., 2012) , with POs often paying little attention to identifying needs and appropriate treatment programs and engaging in case planning (Flores et al., 2004) , and commonly making decisions that deviate from the recommendations of the assessment, seeking more restrictive options (Miller & Maloney, 2013) .
Research on assessment and case planning highlights the challenges associated with implementation within probation work. Although existing research informs the research-practice gap, there has been little attention toward important implementation issues, including a consideration of PO attitudes toward EBPs more generally as well as important organizational factors such as organizational commitment, cynicism, and leadership within the organization. The current study seeks to fill this gap in knowledge by examining PO attitudes toward standardized assessments and use of case planning and the impact of organizational factors.
The Current Study
The current research is part of a larger, mixed method study examining how adult probation staff understand, define, and adapt EBP within their existing organizational routine. The goal of this study was to examine probation staff attitudes and behaviors 8 years after the state Department of Corrections (DOC) agency shifted to a focus on EBPs. Building on the existing research that documents the challenges associated with implementation and utilization of EBPs in correctional settings (Bonta et al., 2008; Flores et al., 2004; Miller & Maloney, 2013; Oleson et al., 2012; Viglione et al., 2015) , the primary aims of the current study were to (a) examine the predictors of attitudes toward and use of evidence-based supervision practices, and (b) examine the impact of organizational predictors on probation staff attitudes toward, and use of, evidence-based supervision practices. To do so, the current study relies on multilevel modeling in order to understand the differential impacts of office and individuals. Two evidencebased correctional principles were of interest to the current study: standardized assessment practices and case planning practices. Previous research has provided evidence that these are two important practices within the broader framework of principles for effective correctional intervention (D. A. Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Smith et al., 2009) . This study will test the following hypotheses with regard to research questions about both outcome variation and predictors:
1. Probation staff attitudes toward assessment practices and self-reported use of case planning practices will vary across offices and that this variation persists after controlling for individual probation staff attributes. We expect that individual probation staff perceptions of their organization (i.e., commitment, leadership, cynicism) will account for some of the variation in probation staff assessment attitudes and use of case planning practices.
2. Probation staff who report more positive attitudes toward the usefulness of EBPs generally will be more likely to report positive attitudes toward assessments practices.
3. Probation staff who report more positive attitudes toward EBPs will be more likely to use case planning practices in their daily work.
Method

Research Setting
This study took place in one mid-Atlantic state in which a central DOC agency oversees 43 county probation offices. Data used in this research consisted of survey data collected from probation staff working in 12 probation offices across the state. In 2006, the state in which this research took place began to gradually implement the use of EBPs across the state probation offices, with all offices receiving training by 2013 in several major areas: (a) foundation in EBPs, (b) motivational interviewing, (c) communication and relationship skills, (d) problem solving, (e) appropriate use of a standardized risk and needs assessment instrument, (f) quality case management and case planning, and (g) appropriate treatment and service referrals. Following best practices (see Joyce & Showers, 2002) , the state utilized an in-depth and comprehensive training strategy incorporating in-person trainings spanning multiple days, follow-up trainings, identification of coaches (experts) within each probation office, computerized trainings, and the use of learning teams to allow probation staff to practice newly learned skills with their colleagues.
Using maximum variation sampling, the 12 study sites were selected based on when they began to implement EBPs, office size, and geographic region (Eastern, Central, Western). As a result, study sites are equally distributed across EBP implementation date (three sites began training in 2006, three in 2009, three in 2010, and three in 2013) and probation regions in the state, and represent an equal number of large and small probation offices. Additionally, DOC executive staff assisted with site selection to ensure sites were representative of probation offices across the state and included the range of potential probationer populations and adequate geographic coverage (for more detail on site selection, see Viglione, 2017) . In-depth qualitative observations and interviews were conducted at each of the 12 study sites, and all probation staff were surveyed. This study received approval from the university institutional review board and the DOC. The current article draws from the survey portion of this study.
Procedures
All probation staff (probation officers and probation supervisors) in the 12 study sites (N ϭ 284) were invited to participate in a single survey assessing their attitudes toward EBPs (e.g., assessment, case planning, case management) as well as perceptions regarding various components of their organization (e.g., culture, climate, leadership). Using QuestionPro (2005), an online survey software system, all probation staff within the 12 probation offices received an e-mail inviting them to complete a survey. Probation staff received follow-up e-mail reminders every 2 weeks for 2 months, at which time the survey link was deactivated. The response rate was 88%, based on 251 responses of the 284 probation staff members invited to complete the survey. It was not possible to assess for significant differences between the probation staff who participated and those who did not participate, as demographic data were not available for nonparticipants.
Sample
Survey respondents were 251 probation staff working within 12 probation offices within one state jurisdiction. Because the purpose of the current study is to examine probation staff attitudes toward assessment and use of case planning practices, only those staff who carry active caseloads were included (n ϭ 239). The majority of respondents were female (n ϭ 78, 68%) and White (n ϭ 95 81%), with an average age of 40 years (SD ϭ 9.89, range ϭ 23 to 65 years). Of the sample, approximately 36% completed a bachelor's degree (n ϭ 89) and 12% (n ϭ 31) completed an advanced degree. The majority of respondents were probation officers (n ϭ 74; 62%). Across both probation officers and supervisors 1 (middle managers who also carry active caseloads), the average caseload size was 60 probationers (SD ϭ 36.54, range ϭ 3 to 140), with an average tenure of 10 years (SD ϭ 7.84, range ϭ 0.1 to 34 years) of experience working in probation.
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Measures
The survey used in the current study contained multiple measures to collect data on probation staff attitudes and perceptions across several domains.
Outcome variables. Outcome measures included two survey variables measuring probation staff attitudes toward assessment practices and their reported use of case management practices. These validated measures come from the National Criminal Justice Treatment Practices Survey (Taxman, Young, & Fletcher, 2007) .
Attitudes toward assessment practices. Probation staff were asked to answer either items measuring their self-reported attitudes toward evidence-based assessment practices on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Probation staff were asked to rate their agreement with: (a) "A brief scored screen at intake is the best way to identify probationers who need further formal standardized assessment"; (b) "Scored standardized assessment tools are necessary to determine the severity of a probationers substance abuse problem"; (c) "Standardized assessments take too long"; (d) "Assessments should only be done by trained clinicians and not probation staff"; (e) "The main purpose of formal assessments is to provide the paperwork needed by managers"; (f) "The best way to ensure that probationers are placed in a treatment program appropriately is through the use of standardized assessments"; (g) "Standardized assessments are not worth the effort given the limited number of staff we have"; and (h) "Standardized assessments usually indicate all probationers have similar needs." Negative items were reverse-coded. The eight items were averaged to create the "attitudes toward assessment practices" variable (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .80). Higher scores indicate positive attitudes toward the use of standardized assessment practices.
Self-reported case planning practices. A seven-item index measuring probation staff self-reported use of case planning practices was created by combining items used to represent empirically supported case planning practices for community supervision settings. Probation staff were asked the frequency (1 ϭ used with 10% or less of probationers; 2 ϭ used with about 25%; 3 ϭ used with about 50%; 4 ϭ used with about 75%; 5 ϭ used with 90% or more of probationers) with which they (a) conduct an assessment upon probation placement, and (b) allow the probationer to participate in specifying case management and treatment service goals. Probation staff were also asked the frequency (1 ϭ never, 2 ϭ some of the time, 3 ϭ about half the time, 4 ϭ most of the time, 5 ϭ always) with which they (a) provide the probationer with a written case plan that includes specific conditions of supervision and addresses their criminogenic needs, (b) review the written case plan with the probationer, (c) have the probationer sign a written copy of the case plan, (d) use graduated sanctions in the case planning process, and (e) use of graduated incentives in the case planning process. Each of the seven items were z-scored and then averaged to create the "self-reported case planning practices" variable (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .81). Higher scores represented more frequent use of evidence-based case planning practices.
Individual (Level 1) Variables
The survey contained multiple measures designed to assess probation officer attitudes toward their organization. Agency attitude variables included three organizational variables-organizational commitment, attitudes toward leadership, cynicism for agency change.
Attitudes toward evidence-based practices. The EvidenceBased Practice Attitude Scale (EBPAS; Aarons, 2004; Aarons, Cafri, Lugo, & Sawitzky, 2012 ) was used to capture probation staff 1 The sample includes only supervisors who were categorized as middle managers and who also carry active caseloads. Supervisors who do not carry caseloads were not included in the current analyses.
2 There were missing data for several demographic variables, including gender, race, and position. For more detail on the sample, please see Viglione (2018) . This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
general attitudes toward the adoption and implementation of EBPs. The EBPAS was designed and validated among mental health service providers to measure a range of attitude dimensions toward adoption and implementation of best practices with mental health clients (Aarons, 2004; Aarons et al., 2012) but has recently been used with a sample of probation officers in two studies (Belenko, Johnson, Taxman, & Rieckmann, 2018; Viglione, 2017 Aarons et al., 2012 , for more information). The EBPAS was adapted for the current study to include "probationer" as the referent. 3 Respondents indicated their agreement with items pertaining to their attitudes about adoption and use of new or different types of interventions and practices (1 ϭ not at all, 2 ϭ to a slight extent, 3 ϭ to a moderate extent, 4 ϭ to a great extent, 5 ϭ to a very great extent). The EBPAS was calculated in the current study by averaging the 50 items (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ .91) after reverse scoring the negatively worded items of the Divergence, Limitations, Monitoring, and Burden subscales.
Organizational commitment. Probation staff self-reported identification with their agency (e.g., "I talk up this organization to my friends as a great place to work") and agreement with its values (e.g., "The reason I prefer this organization to others is because of its values") on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ neither agree nor disagree, 4 ϭ agree, 5 ϭ strongly agree ; Caldwell, Chatman, & O'Reilly, 1990) . The resulting measure averaged 12 items with an acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach's ␣ ϭ 0.77), with higher scores indicating greater commitment to one's organization.
Attitudes toward leadership. This attitude measure assessed probation staff perceptions regarding the quality of their immediate supervisor, including the extent to which a staff member feels his or her supervisor leads by example and provides well-defined performance goals and objectives (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Bass & Avolio, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) . The leadership scale averaged eight items measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ neither agree nor disagree, 4 ϭ agree, 5 ϭ strongly agree; Cronbach's ␣ ϭ 0.96), with higher scores indicating positive perceptions of a staff member's supervisor.
Cynicism toward agency change. Cynicism for change assesses probation staff attitudes about whether change is possible within the organization. Example items include "Efforts to make improvements in this office usually fail" and "When we try to change things here they just seem to go from bad to worse" (Taxman et al., 2007; Tesluk, Farr, Mathieu, & Vance, 1995) . This measure averaged five items rated each on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 ϭ strongly disagree, 2 ϭ disagree, 3 ϭ neither agree nor disagree, 4 ϭ agree, 5 ϭ strongly agree; Cronbach's ␣ ϭ 0.94), with higher scores indicating increased cynicism.
Demographics. Job tenure (number of years working for the probation agency) and caseload size (total number of probationers supervised) were included in the models.
Probation Office (Level 2) Variable
A dummy variable to control for probation office effects comprised the sole Level 2 variable.
Model Specification and Analytic Plan
Given the nested nature of the data-probation staff (N ϭ 251) were nested within probation offices (N ϭ 12)-hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) was used to conduct a series of analyses for two outcome variables: attitudes toward assessment practices and reported use of case management practices. Using HLM 7 software, it was possible to partition variance in each outcome into two sources: office level and individual staff level. In the analyses, all variables were grand mean centered.
A series of analyses began with an ANOVA or null model with no predictors except the random effect for probation offices. This model was used to assess the amount of between-office variance in the outcome (Hypothesis 1). A second model added individual job attributes at Level 1 and controlled for probation office context at Level 2 (Hypotheses 2 and 3). It explored both locations of variation and the question of whether job attributes specific to probation work-specifically, the number of years working as probation staff and the amount of probationers for which they are responsible-affected individual staff attitudes toward and use of evidence-based supervision practices and also whether probation office effects could be attributed in part to differences in composition across the 12 offices. A third model added organizational indicators (Hypothesis 3). This model contained all fixed effects and examined variation as well as tested whether individual staff attitudes toward the agency for which they work explained their willingness to implement and use EBPs in their supervision of the probationers on their caseloads, beyond what was explained by individual job attributes and agency context.
The largest variance inflation factor was 1.818 and the smallest tolerance was 0.550, suggesting that multicollinearity was not an issue.
Results
Descriptive statistics for all study variables is provided in Table  1 . Correlations of the Level 1 variables are presented in Table 2 .
Probation Staff Attitudes Toward Assessment Practices
The ANOVA model revealed that 10.05% of the variation in probation officer attitudes toward evidence-based assessment practices was accounted for by the probation office at which they worked ( 2 ϭ 35.29, p Ͻ .001). The full fixed effects model revealed that 17.97% of the variation in probation officer attitudes toward evidence-based assessment practices was accounted for after taking all predictor variables into consideration ( 2 ϭ 23.01, p Ͻ .05).
Turning to predictors, the left-most section of Table 3 shows the fixed effects model containing job attributes and office context, highlighting one significant variable-caseload (B ϭ Ϫ0.01, stan-3 The only adaptation made to the EBPAS was to replace the word client with probationer to better fit the study setting. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
dard error [SE] ϭ 0.01, t ratio ϭ 1.27). That is, probation staff with lower caseloads were more likely to hold positive attitudes toward assessment practices. As shown in Table 3 , the full fixed effects model added organizational predictor variables. Organizational commitment (B ϭ 0.28, SE ϭ 0.06, t ratio ϭ 4.37), cynicism toward organizational change (B ϭ Ϫ0.16, SE ϭ 0.08, t ratio ϭ Ϫ1.87), and attitudes toward EBPs (B ϭ 0.35, SE ϭ 0.10, t ratio ϭ 3.54) emerged as significant, whereas caseload remained significant (B ϭ Ϫ0.00, SE ϭ 0.00, t ratio ϭ Ϫ3.04). Taken together, when probation staff identify with and agree with the values of their organization, believe change within the agency is possible, and hold positive views toward best practices, even after controlling for tenure and caseload, they were more likely to endorse positive attitudes toward assessment.
Probation Staff Self-Reported Case Planning Practices
The ANOVA model revealed that 8.80% of the variation in probation officer reported use of case planning practices was accounted for by the probation office at which they worked ( 2 ϭ 35.29, p Ͻ .001). The full fixed effects model revealed that 17.71% of the variation in probation officer use of case planning practices was accounted for after taking all predictor variables into consideration ( 2 ϭ 22.31, p Ͻ .05). Turning to predictors, as shown in the third column on Table 3 , there were no significant effects in the model containing solely caseload and tenure. However, when, after adding organizational predictor variables, three variables significantly predicted whether individual probation staff used evidence-based case planning practices: -attitudes toward EBPs (B ϭ 0.26, SE ϭ 0.06, t ratio ϭ 4.22), leadership (B ϭ 0.16, SE ϭ 0.06, t ratio ϭ 2.72), and cynicism (B ϭ 0.12, SE ϭ 0.05, t ratio ϭ 2.44). Results suggest that staff reporting more positive attitudes toward EBPs and leadership, as well as higher cynicism for change, are more likely to use case planning practices with probationers. Considering the organizational factors, use of case planning increases by 0.26 with each one-unit increase in attitudes toward EBPs, 0.16 in each one-unit increase in perceptions of leadership, and 0.12 with each one-unit increase in cynicism toward change.
Discussion
Two evidence-based correctional principles were of interest to the current study: standardized assessment practices and case planning practices. Previous research has provided evidence that these are two important practices within the broader framework of principles for effective correctional intervention (D. A. Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Smith et al., 2009 ). Comparatively, work on effective implementation of these practices in correctional agencies is relatively underdeveloped. Specific to the current work, research has yet to thoroughly examine staff attitudes toward EBPs and take a critical look at how those attitudes may differentially influence implementation of each core correctional practice, such as assessment and case planning. The current study sought to examine the predictors of attitudes toward and the use of evidence-based supervision practices, with a specific emphasis on the impact of organizational This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
predictors on willingness to implement and use EBPs in their supervision of the probationers on their caseloads. An important finding from the current study appears to be that net of probation office context, when individual probation staff had positive perceptions regarding their agency, they held more positive attitudes toward evidence-based assessment practices and reported using case planning practices more frequently. Stated differently, an individual's perception of their organization is likely a key element driving individual probation staff attitudes and behavior with regard to EBPs. This finding is in line with previous research that highlights the importance of organizational commitment in positively shaping attitudes and behaviors of staff in general (Clegg & Dunkerley, 2013; Ostroff, 1992; Wycoff & Skogan, 1994) and in support of EBPs in probation settings (Viglione, 2017; Viglione, Blasko, & Taxman, 2017) . It is also not surprising that individual probation staff attitudes toward EBPs can influence whether staff hold positive attitudes toward assessment and use case planning practices with the probationers on their caseload. Intuitively, it makes sense that a staff member open to using research and science to inform how they approach their job is more receptive toward the evidence-informed assessment and case planning protocols adopted by their agency. This finding indicates an important relationship between probation staff attitudes and behaviors, and supports the need for building a solid foundation within probation agencies surrounding the EBP movement. In particular, there is a need to demonstrate the importance and value of research and research-informed strategies for informing effective probation practice. Often, new policies are put into place without proper introduction and groundwork, leaving probation staff to question why they are being asked to change the way they approach their job. Implementation research emphasizes the importance of demonstrating the "value added" for staff, which requires agencies to dedicate time and resources toward developing staff knowledge and understanding regarding the evidence base surrounding a new reform (Lin, 2000) .
Findings also suggest the importance of effective leadership in support of implementing EBPs. In particular, probation staff in the current study were more likely to use case planning practices when their supervisor inspired them and served as an effective role model, listened to their concerns, encouraged them to take risks, provided well-defined performance objectives, and provided special recognition for good work. Taken together, these supervisory qualities ensure that staff have clear expectations and send the message to staff that their voices are heard and that they are supported in taking risks-all of which are important in encouraging staff to implement and support organizational change (Farrell, Young, & Taxman, 2011; Klein & Sorra, 1996) . When implementing and supporting the sustainability of new practices, agencies should ensure that supervisors (both middle and upper managers) also receive training and are proficient in new practices. Often, agencies prioritize line staff training, especially given limited resources and time. However, this strategy often leaves supervisors untrained and/or unexposed to new practices, which can make it difficult for supporting line staff, serving as an example and clearly defining performance goals. Previous research suggests that leadership must demonstrate commitment to new practices as a means to create and sustain a culture supportive of change within the organization (Klein & Sorra, 1996) .
The theory of planned behavior (TPB) presents a useful theoretical framework for understanding probation staff responses to EBP implementation in the current study. This framework argues that individuals consider all information available to them to make rational and systematic decisions (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) . In determining factors that influence an individual's behavior, the TPB argues that one's intentions or willingness to engage in a behavior is the strongest predictor (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) . Further, Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) argue that one's intentions are a function of three independent factors: (a) an individual's attitude toward the behavior, (b) an individual's perceptions of the social pressure to perform the desired behavior (also referred to as 
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Note. Results from hierarchical linear modeling, probation staff (N ϭ 251) nested within probation offices (N ϭ 12). All variables grand mean centered. Coeff. ϭ coefficient; SE ϭ standard error; t ϭ t-ratio; p ϭ p-value; EBPAS ϭ Evidence Based Practice Attitude Scale (Aarons, 2004; Aarons et al., 2012) ; df ϭ degrees of freedom.
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subjective norm), and (c) an individual's perceptions of their behavioral control and self-efficacy surrounding the behavior. As such, the TPB suggests that when an individual has a positive attitude toward a behavior, believes that they have normative support from influential individuals they interact with to perform the behavior, and perceive that they have control and the ability to perform the behavior, they are more likely to have strong intent and perform the desired behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) . Applied to the current study, probation staff who held positive attitudes toward EBPs and perceived positive support from leadership, including support of staff in taking risks, were more likely to use evidence-based case planning practices. This suggests an important framework for improving the implementation of EBPs within probation work. That is, the TPB provides a means for understanding how to translate staff attitudes into behavioral responses as part of an organizational change process in support of EBP implementation within correctional agencies.
Findings suggest that not all of the organizational predictors used in the current study appear to be of equal importance across the two practices. It is not clear why commitment significantly predicted attitudes toward assessment but did not influence use of case planning practices. It could be that probation staff who are committed to the agency are more likely to have attitudes supportive of new practices (such as assessment) but that this support does that translate into the more difficult aspect of behavior change and use of new skills. This could also explain why leadership predicted use of case planning but not attitudes toward assessment. Probation staff may be more strongly influenced to alter their behaviors and take perceived risks when they perceive their leaders as strong and supportive. Interestingly, lower levels of cynicism predicted more positive attitudes toward assessment practices but lower reported use of case planning. It could be that probation staff are overwhelmed by the amount and frequency of change in their organizations that they hold broad cynical views but that this general cynicism toward change does not influence their use of specific practices they may view as useful. Although there has been limited research examining the impact of cynicism on use of EBPs in probation settings, Farrell and colleagues (2011) found that juvenile probation officers with lower levels of cynicism were more likely to use EBPs newly implemented by their organization. Given the unexpected finding in the current study and the limited research examining the relationship between cynicism and EBP use in adult probation, more research is needed. In particular, in-depth qualitative research can help shed light on the relationship that cynicism may play in influencing complex EBP implementation processes.
There are several limitations of the current study that should be considered when interpreting the results. First, the power to examine variables at Level 2 is limited by the number of probation offices (N ϭ 12) making up the current sample (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) . We were unable to collect data from all probation offices across the state studied. Additionally, the survey captures other demographic attributes, such as gender, race, education, and age; however, despite the high response rate in the current study, these were excluded from the final models because of small sample sizes. Lastly, a potential limitation is that data used in the current study do not reflect actual probation officer use of assessment and/or case planning practices, only their reported use. Although self-report data are frequently used by researchers (Kormos & Gifford, 2014) and provide a useful way to collect data on behaviors that may not otherwise be available (Tarrant & Cordell, 1997) , it is possible probation staff over reported their use of EBPs in this study given the push in the agency for all staff to engage in EBPs. Future research should examine observational and administrative data alongside survey data for a more complete assessment of probation officer attitudes toward and use of best practices. Despite these limitations, the current study provides an important analysis of the link between attitudes and self-reported behaviors when implementing best practices.
Conclusion
Often it is assumed that street-level workers do as they are told; however, a wealth of evidence suggests that is not the case (e.g., Lipsky, 1980; Watkins-Hayes, 2009 ). This study adds to an emerging research base aiming to understand how agencies can better implement EBPs, with an emphasis on understanding probation staff attitudes and the link between attitudes and behavior. The current study highlights the importance of fostering support and positive perceptions of EBPs within correctional agencies to build the foundation for the implementation and sustainability of best practices. Further, fostering organizational commitment and effective leadership is important in supporting staff to change their behaviors in desired ways.
